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1 Q. Please state your name.
2
3 A. My name is Joseph Gillan. My business address is PO Box 541038, Orlando,
4 Florida, 32854. 1 previously filed direct testimony on behalf of the Joint CLECs
5 in this proceeding.’
6
7 Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?
8
9 A. The principal purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to various proposals
10 by Ameritech Illinois to compromise and dilute its clear obligation under Section
11 13-801 to implement interconnection, coliocation, network elements and resale to
12 promote, to the fullest extent possible, the maximum offering of competitive
. 13 services in Illinois. Specifically, I respond to Ameritech proposals to:
14
15 * Impose a lengthy, complex and expensive Bona Fide
16 Request process on requests for additional combinations;
17
18 * Promote a definition of “ordinarily combines™ that has but
19 one purpose -- 1o substantially limit CLEC opportunity;
20
21 * Refuse access to certain network element combinations
22 (i.e., point-to-point circuits other than special access);
3
24 * Impose restrictions on the CLECs’ use of network
25 elements;
26
: The Joint CLECs include TruComm Corporation, which was inadvertently deleted from
. the list of sponsors in my direct testimony.
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* Disrupt customers with existing advance data services and
refuse access to splitters on a nondiscriminatory basis to
promote additional offerings;

* Ignore Section 13-801(d)(6)’s unambiguous direction that
customers be migrated to UNE-P without any disruption in
service;

* Limit the availability of critical network elements
(specifically local switching) to preclude competition for
small business customers in parts of Chicago; and

Ignore Section 13-801°s resale obligations that now apply

to affiliates of Ameritech Illinois.

In addition, my rebuttal testimony recommends that the Commission establish a
separate proceeding to address the so-called ‘local use test” on EELs (if
necessary).” Unlike other provisions in Section 13-801, the Illinois General
Assembly referred this issue to the Commission and the Joint CLECs have
concluded that addressing this open issue should not slow (or detract from) the
more immediate goal of implementing a tariff that complies with the specific

obligations of Section 13-801. Consequently, I have attached (and incorporate by

: Importantly, this is a procedural concession only. The Joint CLECs do not agree there is

any merijt to Ameritech’s position that CLECs should be denied access to certain network element
combinations, just so Ameritech can protect its “special access™ revenues from competition.
Indeed, the Joint CLECs believe that the Commission has already considered -- and has already
rejected -- Ameritech’s protectionist posture in Docket 98-0396. However, given the overriding
and immediate need to obtain a tariff that complies with Section 13-801’s specific direction, the
Joint CLECs are willing to remove the issue from their testimony and proposed tariff in this
proceeding.
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reference) Schedule JPG-2 that details a number of revisions to the EELs portion

of the tariff to reflect this interim procedural concession.

{a) The Request for Additional Combinations Process

Please explain the why the Joint CLECs have proposed a Request for
Additional Combinations (RAC) process, and explain its differences with

Ameritech’s Bona Fide Request (BFR) process.

Section 13-801 is quite clear in its obligation that Ameritech Illinois “... shall
combine any sequence of unbundled network elements that it ordinarily combines
for itself.” Certainly, some combinations are easily identified and knowable in
advance. These combinations form the “listed combinations” outlined in both the
Joint CLEC and Ameritech proposed tariffs. What is left then is the need for a
process to address whether other requested combinations are “ordinarily

combined” as the issue arises.

The Joint CLECs recommend a simple and straight-forward process — the Request
for Additional Combinations (RAC) process —to quickly determine whether
Ameritech intends to challenge whether a particular request would be honored.

This approach would mean that the Commission would determine, on a case-by-

Section 13-801(d}3), emphasis added.
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case basis, looking at the facts specific to each request, whether the requested

combination is “ordinarily combined” by Ameritech for itself (and must,

therefore, be combined for the CLEC).

How does this approach contrast with Ameritech’s proposal?

Ameritech would require any request for an additional combination conform to its
BFR process — a process that is unnecessarily lengthy, complex and costly. The
BFR process provides Ameritech with 30 days before it even indicates whether it
intends to comply with the requested combination. In addition, Ameritech intends
to charge the CLEC $2,000 just to find out if Ameritech believes a requested

combination is “ordinarily combined” in its network.*

The RAC process is far more streamlined. It is initiated by either a request for
specific sequence of elements, or a request for the network elements that comprise
a particular Ameritech service. Ameritech then has two weeks to respond to the

request, indicating its proposed provisioning intervals and prices. Where rates

I have attached a copy of Ameritech’s BFR process as Schedule JPG-3.
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have already been established, the RAC contemplates that non-recurring charges

would default to a sum-of-the-parts rule.”

If Ameritech chooses to challenge a request, then the RAC process adopts the
procedures in Section 13-515 to resolve the dispute. Thus, like Staff’s
recommendation, the RAC process is greatly simplified and designed to speed any
specific controversy to the Commission for resolution. Moreover, as with Staff’s
recommendation, there would no charge imposed by Ameritech on entrants for
asking Ameritech to comply with its statutory obligations.

(b) “Ordinarily Combines”

Q. Do you recommend that the Commission attempt to define the term

“ordinarily combines” in the abstract?

A No. Attempting to obtain greater precision through the adoption of additional
adjectives is not likely to produce a useful result. The statute already adopts a
standard of “ordinarily combines” and it is difficult to imagine what could be

gained by debating its meaning in the abstract, The Commission instead should

kS thatalready hfve '
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apply the standard based upon the facts specific to particular disputes or requests,

and in that manner give effect to the “ordinarily combines” standard. ®

Q. Does Ameritech Illinois support a fact-based approach to the “ordinarily

defines” standard?

A. No. Ameritech [llinois is clearly committed to diminishing its obligations by

recommending a “definition” of “ordinarily combines” that would substantially
weaken — indeed, it would fundamentally change — the standard in 13-801.
Through a remarkably elastic use of the dictionary, Ameritech Illinois redefines
“ordinarily combines” into “combinations of UNEs which are used to provide

voice grade service on a widespread (i.c., mass market basis).”’

Q. Please explain how Ameritech arrived at this unique definition of “ordinarily

combines.”

& To the extent that the Commission would like to provide additional guidance, however,

Joint CLECs concur with Staff’s view that requests for additional combinations should:

... only be rejected in the event that neither the Company nor its affiliates
provide services using such a combination of unbundled network elements or that
while the Company or its affiliates do provide services using such combinations
that such provisioning is extraordinary (i.e., a limited combination of elements
created in order to provide service to a customer under a unique and nonrecurring
set of circumstances).

Ameritech Response to Staff Data Request No. CLG-103(A).
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1 A There is little disagreement that ordinary includes routine, normal or typical.® In

2 other words, ordinary means ordinary. It is also clear that such a perspective

Ll

would not — as the legislature intended — exclude many combinations (if any)

4 from the obligation of 13-801(d)(3). Indeed, one could say — in fact, one should
5 say — that it would be extraordinary for there to be combinations that are beyond
6 the reach of 13-801(d)(3).
7
3 As one would expect, even Ameritech begins its explanation by reviewing the
9 dictionary definition of “ordinary.” Finding no definition of “ordinary” that suits
10 its purpose, however, Ameritech notes that a synonym for “ordinary” is
. 11 “common.” Ameritech then appeals to the definition of common — a term that the
12 legislature did not adopt — and observes that common can mean “widespread.”
13
14 Applying a (heretofore unknown) law of linguistic substitution, Ameritech deftly
15 concludes that if a synonym for ordinary is common, and if one of the definitions
16 of common is widespread, * then “ordinary” must mean “widespread.” 10
17

§ See Ameritech Exhibit 2.0 (Alexander), page 17 and Webster’s Seventh Collegiate

Dictionary.
¢ Another definition of “common” is “completely unprincipled.” In this sense, at least,
Ameritech is proposing a common definition of ordinary.

10

It is important to note that the definition of “ordinary” does rot include the term
“widespread” in any of its definitions. The concept is only introduced in the definition of

. “common.”
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Of course, Ameritech’s “logic” begs the obvious question: Why end the chain of
association with the definition of “common.” After all, a synonym for common is
vulgar; a synonym for vulgar is coarse; a synonym for coarse is gross; and one of
the definitions of gross is “visible without the aid of a microscope.” ! Therefore,

applying Ameritech’s logic, any combination that is visible without the aid of a

microscope, is clearly a sequence of elements that Ameritech ordinarily

12

combines.

Q. Why does Ameritech go to such an extreme to weaken the definition of
“ordinary”?

A. Ameritech is clearly attempting to find a nexus between the obligation of 13-

801(d)(3) and simple plain old telephone service (POTS);

It is reasonable to consider POTS ... as common or ordinary, and
that the elements comprising POTS (i.e., loop, dial-tone, switching
etc.) are ordinarily combined to provide service on a widespread,
mass-market basis.

On the other hand, “specials™ are designed services that provide a
customized transmission path to the end user, using various circuit
enhancing electronics and/or loop conditioning. Further, such
services are not generally considered “mass-market” products.

' Webster’s Seventh Collegiate Dictionary.

. Be thankful that I stopped the exercise before finding a connection to Kevin Bacon.

" Ameritech Exhibit 2.0 (Alexander), page 18.
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Thus, the end-point of Ameritech’s tortured definitional scheme becomes clear --
its goal is to redefine the PUA’s clear instruction to combine “any sequence of
network elements that it ordinarily combines for itself” into some diminished (and

quite blurry) standard so that it may then refuse to offer access to non-mass-

market arrangements.

{c) Point-to-Point Data Combinations

Has Ameritech already shown how it would use its redefinition of “ordinarily

combines” to limit CLEC access to network elements?

Yes. In the first skirmish of this debate, Ameritech is using its remarkable
definition of “ordinarily combines™ to refuse CLECS access to “point-to-point™

data circuits.'*

Does Section 13-801 limit Ameritech’s obligation in the manner it seeks?

No. There is no plausible argument that Ameritech does not “ordinarily combine™

the network elements that comprise these circuits as a routine part of its business.

Ameritech acknowledges that point-to-point circuits are “functionally identical”

Ameritech Exhibit 2.0 (Alexander), page 19.

10
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to special access. I Just since the federal Act was passed, Ameritech Illinois has

increased its special access circuit count by 2.5 million lines. Obviously, if

Ameritech combines (on average) more than 500,000 lines a year, such activity is

“ordinary” by any conceivable definition.'®

The bottom line is that Ameritech seeks permission to evade its clear obligations,

substituting a diminished standard that Ameritech will accept:

These [agreed to] offerings are responsive to the CLECs’ stated
desire for “products” that further enable them to serve the mass
market. Ameritech Illinois’ pro;aosed tariff provisions are more
than adequate in this regard ...'

The issue isn’t whether Ameritech’s compliance is “better than it has been,” or
whether the standard list of combinations is “adequate” (presumably from
Ameritech’s perspective) to serve mass market customers. There is nothing in 13-
801(d)(3) — or for that matter in (d)(1) or (2), which along with (d)(3) collectively
define Ameritech’s obligations with respect to combining network elements — that

limits network elements to “voice grade, mass market” services.

15

While I disagree that this functional similarity means such circuits are subject to the

narrow exception in 13-801(j) that is expressly limited to “special access,” the admission does go
directly to whether Ameritech ordinarily combines such facilities on a routine basis.

16

ARMIS 43-08, Table 111, Comparison of Total Special Access Lines (analog and digital)

YE 1995 and 2000.

17

Ameritech Exhibit 2.0 (Alexander), page 21, emphasis added.

11
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Does the Section 13-801(j) “exception” mean that Ameritech does not
“ordinarily combine” the network elements that underlie point-to-point data

service?

No. Section 801(j) only leaves to the Commission the question whether UNEs
may be “substituted” for special (and switched) access circuits.'® There is nothing
in the 801(j) exception that applies to poini-to-point circuits that are not special
access — even leaving aside (as I discuss later the Joint CLECs have done),
whether the 801(j) exception should be used to deny entrants access to any
circuits, even those labeled special access. Even Ameritech acknowledges that

point-to-point data circuits are exchange private line services,'® not special access.

(d) Other Restrictions

Are there other examples of Ameritech proposing restrictions on the use of

network elements?

Ilinois PUA Section 13-801(j):

Special access circuits. Other than as provided in subdivision (d)(4) of this
Section for the network elements platform described in that subdivision, nothing
in this amendatory Act of the 92nd General Assembly is intended to require or
prohibit the substitution of switched or special access services by or with a
combination of network elements nor address the I1linois Commerce
Commission's jurisdiction or authority in this area.

Ameritech 1llinois Exhibit 2.0 {Alexander), page 20,
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A. Yes. Ameritech also proposes to restrict ULS-ST to preclude a CLEC from
purchasing this network element and “reselling” its use to interexchange carriers
or other carriers.” Significantly, Ameritech never explains why it has proposed
this limitation or offers a policy justification for such a restriction. Because there
are no “merits” to respond to, I will focus my remarks on Ameritech’s “legal”

explanation.

Ameritech’s position (as I struggle to understand it) seems to be that 801(j)
preserves the “status quo” with respect to exchange access and that the FCC has
held that “UNEs may not be used by CLECs to solely provide switched access
services.”?! Leaving aside the question as to whether this conclusion skould
apply in Illinois,” there is a significant threshold gap in Ameritech’s “logic” —

Ameritech never establishes that there is any plausible way to use ULS-ST “solely

20 Ameritech [llinois Exhibit 3.0 (Silver), page 7.

2 Ameritech Illinois Exhibit 3.0 (Silver), page 6, emphasis added.

22

Importantly, Section 13-801(j) does not prohibit the substitution of UNEs for switched or
special access, it simply leaves the question to the lllinois Commission to address. As 1 explain
later in my testimony, the Joint CLECs have concluded that this open issue should not be
addressed in this compliance proceeding, but instead should be addressed elsewhere.
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to provide switched access service.” Exactly what is the scenario that this

restriction is attempting to prevent, and why should the Commission prevent it?®*

Second, Ameritech acknowledges that the ULS-ST is a critical component of
UNE-P -- and without addressing the merits of whatever 13-801(j) is intended to
temporarily preserve -- the provision does not apply to 13-801(d)(4)
combinations, such as UNE-P.** Consequently, there is nothing in the Act that
gives cover to Ameritech’s proposed restriction on how a CLEC uses ULS-ST,
especially when part of a complete platform. Because there is no question that
Ameritech cannot restrict ULS-ST when part of a complete platform, how could it
be rational to limit the network element when combined with a CLEC-provided
loop? In other words, how does ULS-ST become something /less, when the CLEC

has done something more (like adding its own loop)?

Ameritech’s blatant attempt to limit a CLEC’s use of ULS-ST is baseless. There
is no legal justification and no practical explanation for the imposition of this

restriction (whatever it is intended to accomplish). The proposal is nothing more

If, for whatever reason, a CLEC chooses to allow a carrier to use the ULS-ST that the

CLEC has purchased without the payment of access charges, that is the choice of the CLEC
(which, by definition, is the entity not receiving the payment).

I note that while Section 13-801(d)(4) clearly includes UNE-P, there is nothing in the

provision that limits its application solely to UNE-P. Other end-teend arrangements, including
local point-to-point and data circuits, would also fall within its broad definition. In other words,
while the UNE-Platform is clearly one of the applications required by 13-801(d)(4), there is
nothing in the PUA to suggest that it is the only application required by the provision.

14
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. 1 than an opportunity for administrative harassment by the UNE-police, without
2 increasing the options, or decreasing the cost, of competitive services for Illinois
3 consumers and businesses. It cannot be justified under any metric, much less the
4 competitive framework embraced by Section 13-801 of the Illinois Public Utilities
5 Act.
6
7 {e) Line Splitting
8
9 Q. Do you agree with Ameritech’s positions on “line-splitting,” i.e., situations
10 where advanced data services are provided in conjunction with a platform
. 11 arrangement?
12
I3 A. No. To begin, Ameritech Illinois” entire discussion of this issue, and the
14 “platform” specifically, refers to the FCC and ignores Section 13-801 (which is
15 the focus of this proceeding).” The foundation for Ameritech’s refusal to support
16 line sharing arrangements, can be traced to its following claim:
17
18 The overriding issue to remember with the “platform”
19 configuration, is that it always and only consists of two network
20 elements: a loop and a switch port (with unbundled local switching
21 with shared transpor't).26
# Ameritech Illinois would clearly like to forget — and, even more importantiy, would like
this Commission to forget — that the platform was an Il/inois innovation, not a federal insight.
. 6 Ameritech Illinois Exhibit 4.0 (Welch), page 11, emphasis added.
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Contrast this narrow view, however, with the far broader construct in the Illinois

PUA:

A telecommunications carrier may use a network elements
platform consisting solely of combined network elements of the
incumbent local exchange carrier to provide end to end
telecommunications service for the provision of existing and new
local exchange, interexchange that includes local, local toll, and
intralL ATA toll, and exchange access telecommunications services
within the LATA to its end users or payphone service providers
without the requesting telecommunications carrier's provision or
use of any other facilities or functionalities.”’

There is no “always and only™ limitation in Section 13-801 that limits platform
providers to voice services, or that would deny them access to the splitter

functionality. Rather, the Illinois General Assembly was already quite clear in its

directive that:

The Commission shall require the incumbent local exchange
carrier [Ameritech Illinois] to provide interconnection, collocation,
and network elements in any manner technically feasible to the
fullest extent possible to implement the maximum development of
competitive telecommunications service offerings.28

27 Section 13-801(d}4). As noted earlier, the UNE-P arrangement is but one of several

network arrangement that satisfies this requirement.

28 Section 13-801(a), emphasis added.

16
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I have already fully explained (in my direct testimony) how Section 13-801 now
compels Ameritech to offer splitter capability to platform providers, including
cross connection of the high frequency spectrum to data providers. My direct
testimony also explained why any disruption in a customer’s data service when it
selects a new voice provider is prohibited by Section 13-801(d}6). Ameritech’s

position that the Illincis PUA requires actions that the FCC has (so far) not

adopted is irrelevant and cannot serve to change its obligations here.

(f) Migration without Disruption

Does Section 13-801 obligate Ameritech to migrate customers to UNE-P

without disruption?

Yes. Section 13-801(d)(6) makes clear that, for qualifying UNE-P arrangements,

customers shall be migrated without any disruption in service:

When a telecommunications carrier requests a network elements
platform referred to in subdivision (d)(4) of this Section, without
the need for field work outside of the central office, for an end user
that has existing local exchange telecommunications service
provided by an incumbent local exchange carrier, or by another
telecommunications carrier through the incumbent local exchange
carrier's network elements platform ... [t]he incumbent local
exchange carrier shall provide the requested network elements
platform without any disruption to the end user's services.

17
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Does Ameritech Illinois’ testimony indicate that it has implemented the

systems and procedures needed to comply with this provision?

No, it does not. To the contrary, although Ameritech Illinois testifies that it will
comply with the provision in the “majority” of cases, it simultaneously admits

that it is not yet prepared to comply fully with this important provision:

[O]n occasion, the assignment and provisioning systems may

reassign switch ports to maintain load balancing in the central

office switch.
It is Ameritech’s duty to design assignment and provisioning systems that do not
reassign switch ports of customers migrating to UNE-P. There is no reservation
in the express terms of Section 13-801 that limits its application to the “majority™
of cases. To my knowledge, Ameritech does not reassign active switch ports for
its customers and disrupt their services, and it is both discriminatory and a

violation of the express terms of 13-801(d)(6) to do so to customers moving to a

CLEC.

What do you recommend?

25

Ameritech Tllinois Exhibit 2.0 (Alexander), page 27.

18
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The Commission should order Ameritech Illinois to immediately develop and
implement new systems and procedures that do no permit the reassignment of
switch ports during the process of converting customers to UNE-P. The
Commission should also make clear that while this process is underway,

Ameritech is not exempt from any enforcement or complaint proceedings under

the PUA.

(f} Local Switching Availability

Does Ameritech’s compliance filing recognize its obligation to offer UNE
combinations, including UNE-P, to serve any customer, anywhere in lllinois,

irrespective of the type of customer or number of lines?

No, 1t does not appear that Ameritech agrees with even this most fundamental
obligation. Ameritech’s tariff continues to reference FCC rules that, in the
absence of the Illinois PUA and/or a decision by this Commission, could limit the
availability of the local switching network element (and, as a result, UNE-P and

ULS-ST). Specifically, Part 19, Section 21, Sheet 1 states:

ULS-ST is not available when Unbundled Local Switching is not
required to an end user of the carrier by law to be provided,

19
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1 including due to the applicability of 47 C.F.R section
2 51.319(c)(1)(A).*°
3
4 Consequently, Ameritech appears to be preserving a claim that it can refuse to
5 offer the local switching network element to serve some customers, as
6 contemplated by federal rules.”!
7
8 Q. Should the Commission tolerate any ambiguity in Ameritech’s compliance?
9
10 A. No. The 1llinois General Assembly made clear Ameritech’s obligation is to offer
11 network elements broadly, thereby enabling entrants to rationally plan business
. 12 strategies with an understanding of their rights under the Illinois Public Utilities
13 Act. If Ameritech intends to challenge that law -- including, importantly, those
14 obligations that go further than, but remain consistent with, the federal
15 Telecommunications Act — it is important that the indusiry (and the Illinois
16 General Assembly} learn of this intent as soon as possible.
17
18 For instance, the Illinois General Assembly fully expected that business
19 customers throughout Illinois with more than 5 lines would be protected from
20 monopoly pricing by competition. Section 13-502.5 ended the Commission’s

30 This is an incorrect rule citation. However, Ameritech Illinois responded to a Staff Data

Request (CLG 2.02) that the tariff should have referenced 51.319(c)(1)(B) which limits the
availability of unbundled local switching.

31

This rule, for example, could permit Ameritech Illinois to refuse to offer unbundled
. switching to serve a business customer located in a Zone 1 end office in the Chicago MSA.
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review of Ameritech’s classification of certain services as competitive, and

granted Ameritech flexibility to increase rates to customers with 5 lines or more:

Sec. 13-502.5. Services alleged to be improperly classified.

(a) Any action or proceeding pending before the Commission
upon the effective date of this amendatory Act of the 92nd General
Assembly in which it is alleged that a telecommunications carrier
has improperly classified services as competitive, other than a case
pertaining to Section 13-506.1, shall be abated and shall not be
maintained or continued.

(b)  Rates for retail telecommunications services provided to
business end users with 4 or fewer access lines shall not exceed the
rates the carrier charged for those services on May 1, 2001, This
restriction upon the rates of retail telecommunications services
provided to business end users shall remain in force and effect
through July 1, 2005; provided, however, that nothing in this
Section shall be construed to prohibit reduction of those rates.
Rates for retail telecommunications services provided to business
end users with 5 or more access lines shall not be subject to the
restrictions set forth in this subsection.

The Illinois PUA grants Ameritech the regulatory freedom of alternative
regulation and exposes the multi-line business user to the threat of higher rates if
competition is not the result. If Ameritech intends to keep the quid while

challenging the quo, the General Assembly (as well as those competitors whose

business plans depend upon compliance) deserve to know now.,

21
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What are you recommending?

The Joint CLECs proposed tariff has been carefully drafted to make it absolutely
clear what is expected by Section 13-801. It appears that Ameritech is attempting
to “wiggle into” a tariff environment laced with ambiguity (i.e., “ordinarily
combines” becomes “widespread;” “without disruption” becomes “without
unnecessary disruption; and on and on and on) so that the seeds of future disputes
and retreat are sown here. The Commission should adopt the Joint CLEC tariff

and reintroduce the clarity of Section 13-801, both in its language and intent.

(f) Resale

Ameritech claims that its existing Resale Local Exchange tariff satisfies the

requirements of Section 13-801(1).732 Do you agree?

No. The Illinois PUA extends the obligations of an incumbent local exchange
carrier to its affiliates. Thus, to the extent that an Ameritech affiliate offers
services to end-users, that affiliate must make available those services at a
wholesale discount. Thus, while it may be technically true that Ameritech

Hlinois’ tariff on its face complies with Section 13-801(f) in this respect, the

32

Ameritech Illinois Exhibit 3.0 (Silver), page 16.
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1 question is whether all of Ameritech’s affiliates comply with Section 13-801(f) —
2 including any aftiliate that offers advanced data services.
3
4 () Local Use Test and EELs
5
6 Q. ‘What modifications are being made to the Joint CLEC Proposed Tariff?
7
8 A, First, as noted earlier, the Joint CLECSI recognize that there are a number of issues
9 that need immediate attention to bring Ameritech Illinois into compliance with the
10 even the basic directives of Section 13-801. To maintain the focus of this
. 11 proceeding on that critical task, the Joint CLECs recommend that the Commission
12 address (to the extent still relevant)™ the only open issue in Section 13-801, i.e.,
13 whether UNEs can be used as a substitute for switched and special access
14 {Section 13-801(})).
15
16 Of course, by agreeing to defer this 1ssue to a separate proceeding, the Joint
17 CLECs are in no way conceding that Ameritech’s position on this issue has merit.
18 The CLECs have already briefed the Commission that, in Illinois, there is no
19 conceivable linkage between universal service (or any social policy) and limiting
20 an entrants use of an EEL, and the Commission already adopted an Order in 98-

33 It is the Joint CLECs’ view that the Commission has already rejected Ameritech Ilinois’

. position that EELs must conform to a “predominately local” test in Docket 980396.
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0396 that had removed language from the Proposed Order that would have
adopted such a limitation. Consequently, it is the Joint CLECs” view that the
issue has already been decided (and there is no need for a further proceeding, only

conforming tariff language based on a final decision in 98-0396, or addressed in a

separate proceeding, if any issue remains).

What corresponding changes are required in the Joint CLECs proposed

tarift?

The Joint CLECs are proposing limited — and, importantly, interim -- provisions
that address EEL availability. Attached to my testimony is Schedule JPG-2 that
uses, as its starting point, the EEL tariff provisions attached to the Testimony of
James Zolneirek. Changes to Mr. Zolneirek’s testimony are identified in

Schedule JPG-2 through underlining (additions) and redlining (deletions).

What changes are proposed to Staff’s EEL section and why are they

necessary?

Schedule JPG-2 (which replaces Part 19 of Schedule JPG-1} includes the

following changes to the Staff language. Schedule JPG-2:

* Eliminates the reference to a “POI” for the termination of an EEL
with the CLEC’s facilities and substitutes the more general
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1 description of an “other facility arrangement within the LATA.”
2 This change is necessary because a POI is defined (by Staff) as “a
3 point in the network where the Parties deliver interconnection

4 traffic to each other,”** and that may, or may not, be the same

5 facility where the EEL terminates.

6

7 * Eliminates reference to “ordinarily combines™ and simply
8 identifies the specific network element combinations as “listed”
9 combinations.
10
11 * Eliminates Ameritech-Illinois language (mirrored in the Staff
12 tariff) that would limit the availability of DS1-loops to “circuit
13 switched telephone exchange service.” There is nothing in Section
14 13-801 that condones technology-discrimination against packet
15 networks.
16
17 * Includes a specific reference to the Request for Additional
18 Combinations Process and incorporates language from Schedule
. 19 JPG-1 that makes clear EELs may be terminated anywhere in the
20 LATA (and not only at a CLEC’s collocation).
21
22 * Eliminates the Staff’s reference to the conclusion in 98-0396 that
23 OS/DA would be unbundled only until Ameritech demonstrates
24 that it has implemented a custom routing approach. Nothing in
25 Section 13-801 supports the elimination of OS/DA as network
26 elements; consequently, the Staff language that implied Ameritech
27 could withdraw these elements after demonstrating its custom
28 routing “solution” is no longer correct,
29
30 * Includes, as an interim provision only, the FCC-defined “local use
31 test” that would apply to using EELs as a substitute for special
32 access, subject to the clarification that (in Illinois) advanced data
33 services and information access services are not to be considered
34 special access. As explained repeatedly above, the Joint CLECs
35 believe that the Commission has already rejected Ameritech
36 [Hlinois’ rationale for such a restriction — or, if it has not, clearly
. 7'4 Part 23, Section 2, page 5.2, of Attachment 1 to Staff Exhibit 2.0 (Zolnierek).
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would when this issue is addressed in a separate proceeding.
Consequently, the tariff is modified to make clear that this
provision is interim only.33

Include the “shared use” provisions from the Joint CLECs’
Proposed Tariff needed to address any circumstance where UNEs
and access circuits share the same network facility.

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

A, Yes.

1 In a similar vein, the Joint CLECs understand the rationale for Staff witness Graves’

recommendation that Ameritech Illinois include, within its tariff, a discussion of its “secured
frame room proposal” in response to Section 13-801¢d)(1)’s requirement that ILEC provide
CLECs an ability to combine network elements. If the Commission decides to include this
provision in the tariff, Ameritech Illinois securedframe proposal should be identified as interim —
this arrangement is both worthless and discriminatory, and it is likely to have no commercial
application — but there are more important issues that need to be corrected immediately. The
danger of adding, without the “interim™ caveat, Ameritechdllinois’s secured-frame proposal to
the tariff is that it would give it a legitimacy that the proposal could never earn on the merits.
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ILLINCIS BELL - ILL. C.C. NO. 20
TELEEHONE COMPANY Ameritech [earr 1oll sEcrron 20l
Tariff

PART 19 - Unbundled HNetwork Elements and Number
Portapility
SECTION 20 - Enhanced Extended Loop (EEL) Original Sheet No. 1

1.

Enhanced Extended Loop (EEL)

Enhanced Extended Loop (EEL) is a combination of Unbundled Netwoerk
Elements (UNEs) cecnsisting c¢f Unbundled Loops and Unbundled Dedicated
Transport, combined using the approopriate Cress-Connects, and where
neeged, multiplexing. The EEL connects a telecommunications carrier's
customererd-user in a Company central office, via an unbundled loop, Lo
a separate Company central office cor other facility arrangement within
the LATAPGE, via Unbundled Dedicated Transport.

The Company provides, to reguesting telecommunicaticns carriers, listed
comblnatlons that are examples standardized examples of the types of

aﬂyh{xxm&ra&%&ﬁﬁ—eé—Unbund1ed Loopq and {nburdled Dedlcated Transport
Network Elements used to provide service for its customers.&e-a—Eompary

or--g-Serpery—ait i etel s—enduser eustomer;,—ahebRer—telecommuricalbions
GBREFIer--s-pre~anisbing--Lik-end-gser-custemer—e—telccommunieati-ons
carrierls-speatal-aceess end-uscr custemer, or o--btelecommunteations
earrierls—resate—end-vser-gustoner-—— Upon reguest, the Company will,
where necessary, perform the work to combine its unbundled network
elements to provide EEL combinations. Thus, the SrdimarilyCombined
EEL offeringy-as-defined--above;— enables the telecommunications carrier
te reguest the Company tec do all of the work necessary to provision
and/or combine unbundled network elements in the same manner as the
ccmpany combines those unbundled network elements when it provides
service to a Company or a Company affiliate’s emd-user—customers.,
another-telecomnunications--earriert-g-pre—enisting--EEh—end—user
cust@me{r—ﬂ—%e&eeemmaﬁteckieﬁs—eaEf&ef—s—ﬁeee&c-—aeeess—eﬂd-usef
sustoney—or—atolcocommuniaeations—aearrierli s regsale-snd-user-cusktomer:

The Company’s EELs offering cembinations—ef-—unbundled -nebwork-elements
defined--as--Grédinari-ly-Gombined-Eihs-include, but are not limited to,
the eight—unbundled network element combinations proposed in the
Ameritech Illincis 271 Amendment filed on March 28, 2001:

- 2-Wire Analog Loop to DS1 or DS3 Dedicated Transport facilities

- 4-Wire Analog Loop to DSl or P33 Dedicated Transport facilities

- 2-Wire Digital Loop to DS1 or DS3 Dedicated Transport facilities

- 4-wire Digital Loop{DS1 Lcop) to DS1 or DS3 Dedicated Transpor:
facilities

Issuced:

September 13, 2001 Effective: October 29, 20C1

By Rhonda J. Johnson, Vice President - Regulatory Affairs
225 West Randolph Streset
Chicago, Illinois 60606
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ILLINOIS BELL Ameritech ILL. C.C. NO. 20

TELEPHONE COMPANY [earT 1]l secrron 20l

Tariff

EART 19 - Unbundled Network Elements and Number
Portability
SECTION 20 - Enhanced Extended Loop (EEL) Original Sheet No. 2

1. Enhanced Extended Loop (EEL) (contfd)

;hem5&%4&6esg%hemeempaﬁy—wi}%—pfsvide—as—paf%—e£~%hem9fd{ﬁ&féky

[SERNCE = ¥ } rvices
de%wﬁeé——ﬁ—%he—Amef&%eehmIlllneli 24&4Ameﬂdmen%4£i}edmeﬁmﬁafeh~@8r
2063+

e The - Compapy-witt—eross—gorpectUrbundied—2—eord—wirefmaleog-or—d—
wire-Bigital loeeps—to—HUabundied BSl-o=-bG3-DPedicated-Transpert
facitities—fer-—thetelecommunications carrierlsprovisionof
arronit-switehed-or-packet—gwitehed—telephone-exehange-—serviee--£o
the-telecommunications-earrierls-own-ead—user—Sustomers~

- The-Cenpaay—witl also Frosc—conpreat—nbundled 4—-wire Digital
teoeops—{bSt—tocpstto Unbundled DSt eor BE3-bedicated Transport
faeilities—for——the-teleesmmunications—carrierls-—-provision-ef
wireurb-awi-bohed-belephone e nehange-servico-to-telecommanications
earriestg-owh-ent-dger-eustoners-

Other EEL combinations (as well as other combinations involving network
elements other than, or in addition te, the loop and transport
compinations listed above) that a telecommunicaticns carrier believes
are ordinarily combined may be requested via the Reguest for Additicnal

Combinations (RAC) process as described in Section 1 of this tariff,

The Company will cross-connect Unbundled 2 or 4-wire Ansicg or 2 or 4
wire Digital loops to Unbundled DS1 or 383 Dedicated Transport
facilities for the telecommunications carrier's provisicn of
telecommunicaticns service to the telecommunications carrier's
customers. The Unbundled Dedicated Transpeort facility will cxtcnd from
telecommunications carrier's customer's Company serving wire center to
the facilities of the telecommunications carrier cor the facilities of a
third party in the same LATA. Telecommunica:tions carriers must order
the Unbundled Dedicated Transport facility, with any necessary
multiplexing, from the telecommunicaticns carrier's facility to the
wire center serving the telecommunications carrier's end user custeomer,
The telccommunications carrier will order each loop as needed and
provide the Company with the Channel Facility Assignment (CFA] to the
Unbundled Tedicated Transport.

Issued: September 13, 2001 Effective: October 29, 2001

By Rhonda J. Johnsecn, Vice President - Regulatory Affairs
225 West Randolph Street
Chicago, Illinois 60¢06




TLLINOIS BELL . ILL. C.C. NQ. 20
TELEPHONE COMPANY AmerltECh lereT 19|l sErTION 201

Tariff

PART 19 - Unbundled Network Elements and Number

Portability
SECTION 20 - Enhanced Extended Loop (EEL) Original Sheet No. 3
1. Enhanced Extended Loop (EEL)(cont’d)

The service installation interval for each specific Grdimarily-Combined
EEL shall be vrovided consistent with Section 13-801(d} (3} of the PUA

or existing Commission orders. Where intervals are not defined,
installation shall be provided at parity with the comparable retail
service of the Company or any affiliate.

A telecommunications carrier shall be permitted to subscribe to EELs
under this tariff regardless of whether or not the telecommunication
carrier has an effective interconnection agreement with the Company
pursuant to Secticn 252 of the Telecommunications Act of 19886.

The -Company—will—sernd—any reguest—for an EEL—combinatieonthatr +he
company—does—reot believe meetsthe definicion of ordinorily combined,
as—definedabever—ta—the Bona Fide Reguest {BFR}--process—as—deserised
in--Beation-t—of-this-tariff:— For-sueh--regquests,—the -Conpany-will—alse,

within-twe—business-days—ofreceiving-the roguest,—erevide—to-the
reqaeﬁ%&ﬁg—eaxI&Ef—aﬁd—the—{%%ine—5—€emmefee—€emﬂ155&eﬁ—ﬂ—Wfi%%eﬁ

nelthermthew€empany“ﬁer -5 ffitiates- provide-services-using sueh-a
cambinatier—ef unbundled network—etements—er—taat—white—theCompany—o+r
1#5~aT£&}¢a%es—ds—efGVide—sef%ieeﬁ-ﬂs&ﬁg—s&eh—eemb&ﬂa%&eﬂﬁ—%haE—&uch
srovisioni-rgisextroordinar i —alements
ﬁreﬂEPﬁA&ﬁgﬁfde§M%®ﬁpf@v&de~ﬁexﬁi€e*EGm&ﬂ%&SEemef—ﬂﬁéEf—ﬂ—ﬂP&GHe—&ﬂé
RSB FeERErIng-fet-oi--eiroumstaneesi—

The-Sompany will - consigtent-with the Comtission Deder to 080304
prevideeoperater—cserviecsand direstoryv-assistance -as-unbundled -petwork
etemertos—at—TELRIC—rates—antitsuen—time—as—tEt-—sacecasfatlsy
demenstrates;—after-testingand-Gornission-approval-ef—terms—Fhat
ELEGs- have—khre——abidsty+e-route their 05 and DA traffic-to their swn-08
andBA-platferms—or—te—theseeof a—third-porty providers

2. EEL Priciqg

Recurring and Nonrecurring charges for the listed spoeific-ordirnary
combinations of EELs described above are shown below. Upon reguest of
any telecommunications carrier, the Ccmpany will provide, for any
ordinarily combined EEL nobt explicitly listed above, a schedule of
rates, and where applicable, based on a service description, a schedule
of the unbundled network elements comprising the erdinarily-combired

Issued: September 13, 2001 Effective: Octcber 29, 2001

By Rhonda J. Johnson, Vice President - Regulatory Affairs
225 West Randolph Street
Chicago, Illinois 60606
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Tariff

PART 19 - Urbundled Network Elements and Number
Portability

SECTION 20 - Enhanced Extended Leop (EEL) Original Sheet No. 4
2. EEL Pricing (cont’d)
FEL in accordance with the RAC and +—Fhese—schedules-are—deseribed—in

the Schedule of Rates Proceésg irn Section 1 of this tariff.

A. Non-recurring Charges

The ncn-recurring charge for ordinarily combined EELs shall be $1.02.
No other non-recurring charges, including fees asscciated with
termination or reconnection shall apply.

B. Recurring Charges

The recurring charges for ordinarily combined EELs listed above shall

be:
2-Wire Analog Loop to DSl Dedicated Transport
Recurring Area: A B Cc
Unbundled 2-Wire Analog Basic Loop* $2.59 $7.07 $11.40
Unbundled DS1 Transport Zone: 1 2 3
Interoffice Mileage Termination {2) $34.70 $34.70 $34.70
Interoffice Mileage (Per Mile) $1.88 $1.88 $1.88
Central Office Multiplexing $275.34 $275.34 5275.34
Cross-Connect 5 .43 $.43 $.43
2-Wire Digital Loop to DSl Dedicated Transport
Recurring Area: A B o]
Unbundled 2-Wire Digital Basic Loop* $2.71 $8.88 $13.68
Unbuncled DS1 Transport Zone: 1 2 3
Interoffice Mileage Termination (2) $34.70 $34.70 $34.70
Interoffice Mileage (Per Mile) $1.88 $1.88 $1.88
Ceniral Office Multiplexing $275.34 $275.34 5275.34
Cross-Connect $.43 $.43 $.43
Issued: September 13, 2001 Effective: Octeber 29, 2001

By Rhonda J. Johnson, Vice President - Regulatory Affairs
225 West Randolph Street
Chicage, Illinois 60606
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2, EEL Pricing {(cont’d)

4-Wire Analog Loop to DSl Dedicated Transport

Recurring Area; A B C
Unbundled 4-Wire Analog Basic Loop* $4.08 $16.82 $26.63
Unbundled DS1 Transport Zone: 1 2 3
Intereffice Mileage Termination (2) $34.70 $34.70 $34.70
Intercffice Mileage (Per Mile) $1.88 $1.88 51.88
Central Office Multiplexing $275.34 $275.34 $275.34
Cross-Connect $ .43 $.43 $.43

4-Wire Digital Loop to DS1 Dadicated Transport

Recurring Area: A B [
Unbundled 4-Wire Digital Basic Loap® §73.46 $61.45 $61.56
Unbundled DS1 Transpart Zaone: 1 2 3
Interoffice Mileage Termination (2) $34.70 $34.70 $34.70
Interoffics Mileage (Per Mile) $1.88 $1.88 $1.88
Cross-Connect $.43 3.43 $.43

2-Wire Analog Loop to DS3 Dedicated Transport

Recurring Area: A B c
Unbundled 2-Wire Analog Basic Loop* $2.59 $7.07 $11.40
Unbundled DS3 Transport Zone: 1 2 3
Interoffice Mileage Terminaticn (2) $293.86 $253.86 $293.86
Interoffice Mileage (Per Mile} $29.81 $29.51 $29.81
Central Office Multiplexing $679.64 $679.64 $679.64
* Cross-Connect $.76 $.76 5.76

2-Wire Digital Loop to DS3 Dedicated Transport

Recurring Area: A B c
Unbundled 2-Wire Digital Basic Loop* $2.7M §8.88 $13.68
Unbundled DS3 Transport Zone: ] 2 3
Interoffice Mileage Termination (2} $253.86 $293.86 $293.86
Interoffice Mileage (Per Mile) $29.81 $29.81 $29.81
Central Office Multiplexing $679.64 $679.64 $679.64
Cross-Connect $.76 $.76 $.76
Issued: September 12, 2001 Effective: October 29, 2001

By Rhonda J. Johnson, Vice President - Regulatory Affairs

225 West Randolph Street
Chicago, Illinoils 606C6
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2. EEL Pricing {(cont’d}
4-Wire Analog Loop to DS3 Dedicated Transport
Recurring Area: A B C
Unbundied 4-Wire Analeg Basic Loop* $4.08 $16.82 $26.63
Unbundied DS3 Transport Zone: 1 2 3
Interoffice Mileage Termination {2) $293.86 $293.86 $293.86
Interoffice Mileage (Per Mile) $29.81 $20.81 $29.81
Central Cffice Multiplexing $679.64 $679.64 $679.64
Cross-Connect §.76 $.76 $.76
4-Wire Digital Loop to DS3 Dedicated Transport
Recurming Area: A B c
Unbundled 4-Wire Digital Basic L.oop* $73.46 $61.45 $61.56
Unbundled DS3 Transport Zone: 1 2 3
Interoffice Mileage Termination (2) $293.86 $2983.86 $293.86
Intercffice Mileage (Per Mile) $20.81 $29.81 $25.81
Central Office Multiplexing $404.30 $404.30 $404.30
Cross-Connect $5.76 $.76 $.76
3. Interim Provision Pending Implementation of Final Order in ICC Docket
98-0396 Concerning EELs
EELs shall be provided to telecommunications carriers for use in the
provision cof any existing or new telecommunications services (including
advanced services cor information sccess service) with the follewing
exception: a telecommunications carrier may only reguest a EEL for the
provision of interexchange access service when the carrier can certify,
and does sc in writing, that the telecommunications carrier uses that
EEL arrangement to provide a significart amount of local exchange
service toc its end-user customer pursuant to the criteria set forth by
the Federal Communications Commission (FCC} in CC Docket No. 396-28,
Supplemental Order Clarification, FCC 00-183, released June 2, 2000, as
may be clarified or modified in subsequent FCC orders. Interexchange
access service, as used in this paragraph, does not include advanced
services or informaticn access service (e.g., interstate special access
xDSL service). The applicability of this exceptien is being reviewed
by the Illincis Commerce Cormission.
Tssued: September 13, 2001 Effective: Octoper 29, 2001

By Rhonda J. Jonnson, Vice President -~ Regulatory Affairs
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PART 19 - Unbundled Network Elements and Number
Portability
SECTION 20 - Enhanced Extended Loop {(EEL} Original Sheet MWo. 7

4. Shared UNE and Access Facilities

When a telecommunications carrier’s access circuits share physical
facilities with new EELS or BELs that are convertesd existing special
circuits, the access circuits do not need to be groomed off of the shared
physical facility before the special access circuilt can be reconfigured to
a UNE Lecp and Unbundled Dedicated Transpor:t combination pursuant te this
tariff,

Access circuits, data circuits, Unbundled Network Elements {UNEs), and UNE
combinations can share the same physical facility, and when trey do then
the charge for that physical facility shall be ratcd vroportionally
between UNE charges and access charges. When a facility is not fully
utilized, the "spare" portions will he priced at UNE rates, %L.e., all
spare portions are assumed to be UNEs,

Issued: September 13, 2001 Effective: CQctober 29, 2001

By Rhonda J. Joknson, Vice President - Regulatory Affairs
225 West Randolph Street
Chicago, Illincis 60606
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If the costs tncurred to complete the Preliminary Analysis are less than $2,000, the balance of the deposit will, at the
option of the Requesting Carner, either be refunded or credited toward additional development costs authorized by
the Requesting Carrier afier receipt of Ameritech’s Analysis Response. The Requesting Carrier may also cance] jts
BFR during the Analysis Period but shall be responsible to pay the costs incurred by Ameritech to analyze and
process the BFR up to and including the date Ameritech receives notice of such cancellation. Finally if at any time
during the Analysis Penod, Amenitech determines that the BFR cannot be processed or does not qualify for BFR
treatment, Awneritech shall refund to Requesting Carrier the balance of the deposit.

After Ameritech provides the Requesting Carrier the Analysis Response, Ameritech will take no further action on the
BFR unti} Ameritech has received the Requesting Carrier's authorization to proceed to develop a price quote for the
Request (a "Bona Fide Request Quote™). Afier receipt of Ameritech's Analysis Response, the Requesting Carrier has
the following options:

1. Cancel the BFR; provided, that if the Requesting Carrier elected to not make a $2,000 deposit, the
Requesting Carnier shall compensate Ameritech for any costs it incurred up to and including the date
Ameritech received notice of such cancellation; or

2. Authonize Ameritech to prepare a Bona Fide Request Quote conditioned upon Requesting Carrier's
agreement (o compensate Amenitech for any costs if incurs 1o prepare such Bona Fide Request Quote.

Unless Ameritech receives written notification that the Requesting Carrier is exercising one of the above options
within 30 calendar days® of such carrier's receipt of Ameritech's Analysis Response, the Requesting Carrier shall be
decemed to have canceled its BFR.

Ameritech shall provide the Requesting Carnier its Bona Fide Request Quote as soon as feasible, bui in any event not
more than 90 calendar days® from the dale Ameritech receives Requesting Carrier’s authorization to develop such
quote. Requesting Carrier may, at any time during the 90 calendar day Bona Fide Request Quote period, cancel
Ameritech’s processing of the Bona Fide Request Quote, but shall pay for Ameritech's costs to process and develop
the Request up to and including the date Amentech received notice of cancellation.

Upon completion, Ameritech will provide the Requesting Carrier wiith the Bona Fide Request Quote, which shall
include proposed rates, ordering intervals, methods and procedures for ordering the product/service and an invaice
for the costs incurred to date by Ameritech to develop and process the Request. The Requesting Carrier then has 30
calendar days? after receipt of the Bona Fide Request Quote to (1) either submyt firm orders for the Request subject to
the Bona Fide Request Quote or cancel its BFR and (i1) remit to Ameritech any invoiced costs as described above.

BONA FIDE REQUEST INTTIATION

The key document in the Bona Fide Request process is the BFR Form. A copy of the form is included at the end of
this Practice and available elecironically at https://clec.sbe.com. The BFR Form requires the Requesting Carrier to
provide Amentech detailed and specific information about the Request that will enable Ameritech to adequately
evaluate and process the Request. Specifically, the Requesting Carrier must provide answers to the 15 items set forth
on the BFR Form,

*For purposes of this document "Amenitech” means, individuaily and collectively, IHlinois Bell Telephone Cornpany
{Ameritech - Illinois), Ameritech 1llinois Metro, Inc. (Amenitech - illinois Metro), Indiana Bell Telephone Company
Incorporated (Ameritech - Indiana), Michigan Bell Telephone Company (Ameritech - Michigan), The Ohio Bell
Telephone Company {Ameritech - Ohie), and the Wisconsin Bell, Inc. {Ameritech - Wisconsin).

“The imtervals set forth in this BFR Form shall apply unless a different interval is specified in the Requesting Carrier
- Ameritech Interconnection Agreement, in which case the intervals contained in such agreement(s) shall apply.

*See Footmote 2
“See Foomote 2

*See Footnote 2
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. *See Footnote 2
BONA FIDE REQUEST FORM
AMERITECH BONA FIDE REQUEST FORM - 1LLINOIS
1) Requested By

{Company Name}

(Company Address)

(End-User Name)

(End-User Address)

(Facilities requested by End-User)

(Contact Person) {Fax Number)

(Phone Number)

(Date of Request) (E-Mail Address)
2) Technical description of the requested Interconnection, access to an unbundled network element, dialing parity
. arrangement, coliocation arrangement or service (the "Request”) {(use additional sheets of paper, if necessary).

3} Is the Request a modification of (1) existing services or (ii) existing access to an unbundled network element?
If sp, please explain the modification and describe the existing services or element(s) or indicate its name.

4} Is the Request currently available from Ameritech or any other source? If yes, please provide source's name
{mcloding Ameritech) and the name of the offering (e.g., service, access to unbundled network element or eic.).

5) Is there anything custom or specific about the manner that you would hke this Request 1o operate?
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. 6) If possible, please include a drawing or illustration of how you would like the Request 1o operate and/or
mterface with Ameritech’s network, premises or other facihties.

¢

7} Please describe the expected location life, if apphcable, of the Request (i.e., period of time you will use at).
Do you view this as a temporary or leng range arrangement?

8) If you wish to submat this information on a non-disclosure basis, please indicate so here. If non-disclosure
is requested, either attach a prepared Ameritech non-disclosure agreement, request one to be sent to you for
comptletion or identify an existing agreement with Ameritech that restricts information provided hereunder
and preperly identify any information you consider confidential, if and as required by the terms of that

exisiing agreement.

9) List the specific Central Offices and/or Wire Centers or other points of inferconnection or access where
you want the Request deployed (use additional sheets of paper, if necessary).

10} What is the expected demand of the Request for each location, (e.g., estimated number of customers,
subscriber lines, number of units to be ordered)?

Location Estimate of demand/units

11} What are the pricmg assumptions? In order to potentially obtain lower non-recurring or recurring charges,
you may specify quantity and/or term commitments you are willing to make. Please provide any price/quantity
forecast indicating vne or more desired pricing points (use additional sheets, if necessary).
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12} Please indicate any other Information that could assist Ameritech to evaluate your Request:

13} Please classify the nature of your reguest (Check one).

Request for interconnection.

Request for access to an unbundled network element that is not currently provided to you.
Request for Collocation where there is no space available for either Physical Collocation or
Virtual Collocation in the requested Amentech Central Office.

Request for a new or custom dialing parity arrangement.

Request for enhanced service capability under the Open Network Architecture (ONA) program.
MNew service or capability that does not fit into any of the above categories.

14} What problem or issue do you wish to solve? If vour Request were unavailable, how would it impair your
ability to provide scrvice?

15) Preliminary analysis cost payment option {Check one).

£2,000 deposit included with Request; provided, that {(Requesting Camrier Name) responsibility
for Ameritech's costs shall not exceed this deposit for Amertech's Preliminary Analysis.

Nao depost is made and (Requesting Carrier Name) agrees to pay Ameritech’s total Preliminary
Analysis costs incurred up to and mcluding the date Ameritech receives notice of cancellation.

By submitting this Request, agrees to promptly compensate Ameritech for any
costs it incurs to process this Request, including costs to analyze, develop, provision, and price the Request,
up to and including the date the Ameritech BFR Manager receives our written cancellation.

also agrees to compensale Ameritech for such costs in accordance with Ameritech
Practice AM TR-NIS-Q00140-1L, if fails to authorize Ameritech to proceed with
development of the Request within 30 days of receipt of the 30-day notification, or
fails to order the Request within 30 days, in accordance with the final product quotation.
certifies that a copy of the foregoing Practice is available to it.

by:

its:

" Copyraht @ Amentech Corporation
Ameritech Information Industry Services

Covad Exhibit 1.1




